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集 落 名 1543 1549 1572/7 1582 1598 1621 
Bos,nrmeny 62 96 195 
Dorog 26 50 22 
Hadhiiz 23 40 53 44 59 
Niiniis 27 29 83 38 30 
Po lg五r 34 70 72 65 34 
Szobnszl6 103 137 145 107 58 25 
V五mosp吾res 3 4 21 
単位 戸 戸 徴税 徴税 家 戸




























































1577 43 25 
1578 5 
1580 29 
1581 56 48 
1582 日 45 
1583 des. 37 
1589 des. 44 
1593 des. 39 
1597 des 23 
1598 des. 18 
1599 des 9 
1600 des. 18 
1602 des. 27 
1605 des. 25 






































































































































































































































































(4) David Zoltan: A hajduk letelepitese[sic]. Torteneti Stat15ztikai Tanulmiinyok I. 
1975. 
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(5) Nagy Laszlo, A hajdiik Bethlen Gabor habsburg ellenes harcaiban Magyar 
Torteneti Tanulmiinyok VII. 1975. （以下 BethlenGabor). 
(6) Nagy Laszlo. Tiinderkert fejedelme Bathory Gabor. Bp 1988; ld•m. Hajdiivite' 
(1591-1699). Bp 1983; Idem A Bocskai 5'abadsiighaw katonai tiirtenete. Bp 
1961. 
(7) Nagy; Bethlen Gabor, 45 old. 
(8) U. o., 45 old. 
(9) U. o., 44 46 old. 
。 ここでハイドゥーを専従兵土の集団であると記したのは，ナジの議論に即して白こ
とであり，筆者はこの点に関Lては，ナジとは見解を異にする。
0 Nagy' Bethlen Gabor, 45-46 old. 
a~ u. o . 46 old 
aw こうした考えは，ベンダ・カールマーンやラーツ イシュトグァーγによって主張
されている （BendaKalman: A Bo,,kai-kori hajdiisag iiss"t岳民lees tiirsadalmi 
tiirekvesei. In: Mody Gyiirgy (5'erk.), A hajdiik magyar tiirtenelemben. Debrecen 
1969, 31 32 old., Racz Istvan. A haidiik a XVll. ,,ii,.dban. Debrecen 1969.) 
0~ Nagy: Bethlen Gabor, 46 old. 





OV Komar•るczy Gyiirgy (5'erk.): Hajdiidorog tiirtenete. Hajdiidorog 1971; Idem 
Hajdiihadhii' m凸！tjaes jelene. Gyula 1972. 
。申 Dav;d:i. m .• 5 old. 




世O Dov;d: i.m., 6 9 old. 
仰 〆 グィドゥ論文に示された表とり対照からは，ドログ60人，ナーナ シュ9日人，
ヴァーモシュベールチ25人。数字の妥当性は了解できるが，厳密に何故そり数字と
なるのかは判断しかねる (Dav•d: i. m , IOold.). 
関 U o., I old. 









ソボスロー 238.8 km' 
ハドハーズ 139.1 km' 
ドログ 103.4 km' 
ゲァーモジュベールチ 58.2 km' 
計 l,491 0 km' 




ていない（U.o., 11-12 old.). 
仰 U.o., 12 old. 




く・ • • nekik adomany°'wk s,.bolcs viirmegyeben fekvo, e'elott a mi tokaji 
viirunkho' tarto,6 ege田 K剖16varosat, hason16keppen Nanas, Dorog es Varjas 
pu.,tabirtokaikat, Hadha＇』Vamospercs,Sima es Yid nevit reszjoszagainkat ・・・＞
U. o., 6 old.所引
側例え1:＞、ドハズに例を取るならば， 1583年以降の租税台帳には，確かにdesertnの
文字が続いている（U.o., 13 old.). 
側 U.o., 13 old. 
自由 U. o., 13 old. 
























て」ゆく可抱性を秘めていたという (David;i. m., 17 old.). 
側 U.o., 18 old，ハイドク一地域は1660年代にトルコ軍司大規模な侵攻に晒されるが，
それ以前には， n イドゥ 町の発展をひどく阻害するような要因は見当たらない（例
えば， David;i. m., 21 old.; Pach Zs. Pal (szerk); Magyar tOrtenete 1526-1686. 2 
kot. Bp 1985, 1016 1017 old.を参照ふ
的 David.・1m., 18 old. 
00 U. o., 19 old. 
自由 Po6r Janos; A hajdiivarosok &-'da>agi es tarnadalmi hely,et (1607-1720). Hajdii-
Bihar megy剖 mii,eumokko'1emenyei 9. 1967, 43 old 
側 David;i. m .19 old. 
仰ちなみに， 1784年のポルガールの人口は2,497人であった（U.o., 37 old. 87 
jegy,et〕．
















理解する者が多かったが (K Benda, Der Haidukenaufst叩 dm Ungam und das 
Erstacken der Stande in der Habsburgermonarchia 1607ー 1608,Nouvelles etudes 
historiques l, 1965, S. 305). 
関 Racz:i. m』 118old. 9 jegy,et 
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倒 Poor:i. m., 7 8,43 old.; Rae,; i. m., 96-97 old. 
倒ベンダや〆 グィドゥの研究は， J、イドゥー白こうした農民的性格を強調するのに
貢献したのである．ベンダの見解に関Lては，前掲拙稿の第2節を参照されたい．
伺 Nagy:Bethlen Giiboc, 45 old. 
$$ David: i. m., 29 old. 
開例えば， U o., 17 old. 
関 U o., 18 old. 
140 




In the last article the present writer conducted the study of Ha;duk 
before 1970 and pomted out the existence of “inconsistency” and 
“discontinuity”in the study. Takmg these results into consideration, m 
this paper, the wnter would like to articulate these “mcons1stency”and 
“discontinuity”by means of comparing Nagy’s and D五v1d’sarticles, 
which are relatively new researches-both published in 1975一on
Hajduk. 
In the. last article we have come to know that the “inconsistency” 
came from Hungarian historians’narrower view of Hajduk, which lurks 
in the study of Hajduk before 1970, and that the “discontinuity” 
resulted from the atlitude of Hunganan h1stonans, who have never 
made any detailed research on the settlement of Ha;duk Therefore, we 
can easily understand that we must give satisfactory answers to the 
following questions in order to overcome those “mconsistency”and 
“discontinuity” 
I. What kind of people were called H ajd偽 atthe turn of the 17th 
century ? 
2. What kmd of people actually settled down in the het ha;d五
viiros ? 
With regard to the first question, the present wnter believes that we 
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should make much of the peasant elements of Ha1duk Estimating the 
fact that thousands of peasants joined Ha]d品 atthe turn of the 17th 
century, or if we would like to find consistency m the history of 
Hajduk, we have to understand that Hajd品hwere the social group 
that consisted of two smaller groups One group was those Hajduk 
who kept their soldier elements strongly and the other was those who 
retamed thelf peasant elements firmly. 
To the second question, David’s article gives us many useful 
suggestions. He concludes that those Hajduk, who were bestowed 
pnvileges by Bocskai and kept their soldier elements strongly, were 
unwilling to settle down, and that some of those who actually settled 
down m Hajd品h villages could be the former village commumty 
members who had once left there to take part m the Bocskai's army. 
His conclusion can be a proper answer to the second question. 
Hereafter, more interdisciplinary approach and more socio-historical 
approach would be needed in the study of Hajduk 
